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experience enables us to infer the pramana (catushtaya san-
nikarsha). Hence we cannot take out ahankara to be the
'idam amsa\

Reply of Advaita to the Prabhakara

The purport of the reply is to distinguish the self from
ahankara. Towards this end Padmapada first proceeds to
establish that the self is 'svayam prakasa\ And he esta-
blishes this through a criticism of the Prabhakara view.
The prabbakara view m^y me^n three possible things and
all are impossible. These three alternatives are : i) The
self is ^aitanya prakasa' and experience is 'jada prakasa';

ii) Both are ^aitanya prakasa^ ; and in) the self is 'jada
svarupa' while experience is 'cajtanya prakasa'.

(i) The first alternative is impossible.   If experience
is ^jada svarupa' (noL-seHtient), we will have to admit tha^
there is the non-appearance (anavabhasa) of everything.
*Jada prakasa' means that though it is not 'sva prakasa" it
can reveal or illumine the objects because of some other
factor.

Objection ; Does knowledge reveal that which is
not known ? or th^t which is known ? The eye reveals
that which is not revealed: and you cannot then make out
the rioyi-appearance of everything.

Reply ; No. The eye reveals or illumines the objects;

but it is not svayam prakasa.  The eye has the prakasa
only to reveal the objects and not to reveal itself. Herein
it differs from knowledge which reveals the objects im-
mediately and in so doing also reveals itself.  Know-
ledge cannot have ^another knowledge (samvedana) to illu-
mine it, for this would lead to a regrees. As such itJs